The St Petersburg Insular Gospels (National Library of Russia F.v.I.8 
with a higher proportion of readings corresponding to the earlier versions may be of significance for the recovery of the Old Latin tradition. The current official list of Vetus Latina manuscripts includes around sixteen such 'mixed text' codices, several of which have features of insular palaeography or Irish connections. 4 The copy of the four Gospels in insular script currently held in the National Library of Russia, St Petersburg, with the classmark F.v.I.8, is given the siglum Ec in Fischer's collations. The four test passages for John provide numerous examples of readings shared primarily with Old Latin manuscripts. In addition, there are ten variants found uniquely in Ec among all surviving gospel books from the first millennium. The following list presents the principal variants from Fischer's survey: 12 Ammonian Sections and Eusebian canons are indicated in the margin throughout the latter three Gospels: the Eusebian Apparatus in Matthew includes parallel passages in other gospels as well, but is abandoned completely after Matthew 16. Quotations are marked by varying forms of marginal marks. Surprisingly, the canon tables (foll. 12r-17v) come between the capitula for Matthew and the beginning of the Gospel. 13 Among other notable features are the occasional use of Anglo-Saxon minuscule for the final line of a column, numerous erasures (discussed below), and a runic inscription scratched between the columns of the final page of John (fol. 213r).
14 Further information may be found in the modern catalogue. 15 Most of the evidence points to Northumbria as the place of copying. 16 In the early eighteenth century, the manuscript was held in the monastery of St Maur des Fossés near Paris, hence the older name Codex Fossatensis which occurs in Fischer's description. 17 In 1716 it was transferred to St Germain des Prés, and purchased at the end of the century by Peter Dubrovsky, becoming part of the Imperial Public Library in 1805. In 2001, following major conservation work, the manuscript was photographed and released on CD-ROM. 18 Although the colour images are by current standards comparatively low resolution (72 dpi), they remain adequate for textual study: having used them to transcribe the text of John, I was able to compare them against the original in its current unbound state on a visit to St Petersburg in November 2009. The principal benefit of this was to determine where text had been erased, although even this was difficult on numerous pages because of the opaque surface, and it was rarely possible to discern any further information about the original reading. I would like to express my deepest appreciation to Natalia Elagina of the National Library of Russia for allowing me to consult this and other manuscripts and for offering bibliographical assistance. 19 The full electronic transcription of the text of John was compared against a Vulgate base text using the COLLATE software. 20 Once nonsense readings, unreadable text and obvious orthographic variants had been discounted, I counted a total of 1096 variants. Just over half of these are additions (215), omissions (217) or variations in word order (126); the majority of the remaining differences are substitution by synonyms (235) or differences in the mood or tense of verbs (168) 21 This figure does not include alternations between '-uit' and '-bit', which is characteristic of insular orthography; variation involving 'i' and 'e' was counted, although some of this may be orthographic. 22 The readings were compared against the Vetus Latina Iohannes Electronic Edition. 23 There is a slightly lower proportion of non-Vulgate readings in John 14, but this does not appear to be significant. 24 Note, however, that the Book of Mulling (VL 35) provides a parallel for two pronouns, reading: tu quid ergo helias es tu. 25 Compare also the correction legem circumcisionis at John 7:22, unique to this manuscript, discussed below. this verse, although it is paralleled as a rendering of ἀλλήλοι elsewhere in Old Latin witnesses. 26 The obvious explanation is that both the original reading and its intended correction were copied from the exemplar. It is worth observing too that some omissions and instances of unparalleled word order in Ec correspond to points of variation in the Old Latin tradition and may be explained as misreadings of a corrected exemplar.
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As noted above, Ec has itself been corrected. The 8, 14) . 27 e.g. the omission of fragmenta from John 6:12 (cf. VL 2, 28) or ille est from John 13:26 (cf. VL 2). In John 18:10, Old Latin manuscripts with seruum principis sacerdotum contrast with the Vulgate pontificis seruum: Ec's seruum pontificis may represent a correction without a corresponding change in word order (although it is also found in VL 30). It is possible that the unique sed eum qui permanet in John 6:26 may be a partial correction of sed escam quae permanet (VL 4, 13, 22): cf. the probable first-hand escam underlying cibum at John 6:50. 28 Bleskina, Eighth-century Insular Gospels, identifies this hand with the 'principal scribe', in her classification, who also copied the prologues. The addition of the prologues to the manuscript after the completion of the gospels suggests that they were copied from a second exemplar, against which the biblical text may then have been compared. 29 The alternatives suggested in these three verses are the only variants recorded in Fischer's collation; although he marks the illegible first hand reading in 8:10 and 11, he does not note the erasure in 8:5 (which had to be confirmed from the manuscript). At John 7:39, Fischer suggests that Ec may, uniquely, have read dixit eis; however, if only di has been retained from the first hand, this may be another witness for dicebat (VL 6, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, 33 et al.) . Fischer agrees with the reconstruction of ambulabit in 8:12, and saluum me fac in 12:27. 8 must always be borne in mind. While the corrector usually corrects towards the Vulgate, the alteration sometimes continues to diverge from the modern editorial text. The most substantial is in John 7:22, where after moses dedit uobis legem the corrector adds circumcisionis rather than correcting legem to the Vulgate circumcisionem (cf. natatoria piscinae in John 5:4). The correction of eis to illis in John 17:22 is intriguing; the latter is also found in VL 2, 3, 11A, 13 and 33. Although most of the nonsense readings are corrected, the majority of non-Vulgate readings (900 of 1096) are left unchanged. 43 There are surprisingly few non-Vulgate forms shared with other mixed texts of Irish or Anglo-Saxon origin, indicating that Ec is relatively independent of this textual tradition despite conforming to the norms of insular orthography. 44 Among the exceptions, we may note uir for uere at Pilatum in 18:28), although it is impossible to determine whether they reflect a deliberate attempt to harmonise the accounts of the different evangelists.
In conclusion, I hope that I have demonstrated the textual importance of a manuscript which has long been admired for its many other qualities. As a result of this study, the manuscript has now been included in the official list of the Vetus Latina-Institut, with the number 9A. 54 Even though I have confined my survey to the text of John, a glance at the pages of the Synoptic Gospels, with similar erasures and corrections (not to mention non-Vulgate readings in the rubricated first line of each chapter), and a brief review of the evidence in the other volumes of Fischer's collation suggest that their text has a similar character. I have no doubt that further investigations will continue to demonstrate the ongoing value of Fischer's remarkable achievement and lead to more discoveries.
